
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world byJSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.istor.org/participate-istor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



IL— if iKacrro. IN THUCYDIDES. 

That more light is needed on the use of i>s e/caarot without 
a separate verb is evident from the number of passages containing 
it in which the reading has been disputed, whether the MSS vary 
or not, from the variety of renderings even for one and the same 
passage, and from the comments, in standard editions of Thu- 
cydides, upon sentences which, for one reason or another, are 
slightly obscure. Let us take, by way of illustration, Thuc. I. 15. 

2 t ovS' ad avToi diro Trjs icri)? Koivas crTpareias eVoiovi'TO, (cot dXXij\owr 
8f IxaWov i>s €Ka(TTOi oi doTuyeiToi'er inoKfjiovv. Upon this we read m 

Classen-Steup,"<caT' d\Xi/\our: unter einander d. h. ohne Beteiligung 
anderer; <as cKaaroi: Th. geht auf die naheren Umstande (Zeit, 
Ergebnis u. s. w.) jener Kampfe nicht ein". Bloomfield says, 
" kot' aWriKovs One with another, i. e. in an interchange of hostilities ; 
ias fKaoToi Stands antithetically to Koivas, the sense being singu- 
latim, severally"; he translates, "but, rather, neighboring states 
severally pursued each other with hostilities ". Smith's translation 
is, " each petty state took up arms occasionally in its own defence 
against the incroachments of its neighbors". Helmbold, who has 
made a special study ^ of wr fKoaroi and is cited with approval 
in Classen-Steup (on I. 3. 4), remarks on the present passage, 
" die einen so, die andern so d. h. die einen mit dem, die andern 
mit jenem Erfolge ". We see, from this selection of comments 
and translations, that wr exaoToi in this passage is taken by one to 
mean occasionally , by another to mean severally, by another to 
mean with different results, while Steup finds time, result, " und 
so weiter", all implied. 

Before discussing the interpretation of I. 15. 2 I might formulate 
a rule upon the use of wr exaoTot, which would run as follows: a>s 
(Kaa-Tot divides the noun to which it refers (generally the subject 
of the sentence) into parts and implies that the different parts 
act in different ways, at different times, or in different places ; 
or otherwise differently if the point of difference is implied by the 
context. I am further of the opinion that but one point of difference 
is particularly involved at one time. Difference of place, for 

' Uber d. successive Entstehung d. Thuc. Geschichtswerkes, II. p. 31 ff. 
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example, may be the point emphasized without implication that 
the different members acting in different places acted at the same 
time ; but if difference of place is emphasized, it is quite immaterial 
whether the time is different or not. In the majority of cases in 
Thucydides the point of difference is perfectly clear, because 
a definite piece of information is furnished about one or two 
members of a group, and then the other members of the group are 
lumped together with a ir l/caorot, the information on the same 
point being withheld for them because it is not known, or is 
unimportant. For example take I. 48. 4; Kopii/^ioif U to \iiv ht^iov 

Kf'pas at MeyapldfS vfjes €i\otf Kal al AfinpaKtwTideSy Kara $€ to fJL€(rov oi 

aWoi ^ifjifiaxoi. oir (Kaaroi. It is perfectly clear that <af (KacTToi in this 
case refers to position in line of battle; cp. III. 107.4; VIII. 
104. 3. Difference of direction is clearly indicated in V. 4. 3; of 
time by wr UaaTri (see below) in I. 98. 4; of manner in IV. 32. 2. 
With the last example, in which ms e'/tuo-roi might be called an 
adverb of manner, I should group cases in which Ln imoToi might 
be considered to be essentially the object, as well as the subject, 
of a transitive verb, or a cognate accusative with an intransitive 
or passive verb. For example, in cal aXXoi t€ ■napi.ovTts iyKi\rni.aTa 
fVoioOxTo wf cKoo-Toi (I. 67. 4), a)f cKaaToi is essentially both subject 
and object of fVoioOiro, the meaning being others made different 
charges each; cp. VII. 65. i. From a study of the various ex- 
amples I am inclined to believe that differences of time, place, 
and manner (including under the last cases in which wr eKuaToi 
may be regarded as the object of the verb) may be implied 
by i>c cKQiTToi without the context being so clear as in the kind 
of example cited above; cause and result, however, must be 
very clearly indicated by the context. A good illustration of 
the wide meaning that may be contained in if cKao-rot, when 
one or two members of a group are first referred to, is to be 
found in I. 107. 5; 113. i; V. 57. 2. The first of these three 

examples runs as follows : ffiorjdrjaav Se cV' airois 01 Adrjpaioi TTavbiip.(\ 
Koi 'hpyfiav ;(t'Xiot (cat twv aXXmv ^V)ipax<>»> i>i enaoToi. There can be no 

doubt' that i>s cKaa-roi here means various numbers each, I need 
(or can') not say how many each of the other allies. It is inter- 
esting to compare these examples in which &>? (Kaaroi refers to a 
difference in numbers with a passage in Herodotus, who is the 
only other writer before Aristotle that uses the idiomatic i>s eKaaroi. 

• Behme, indeed, says "uf iKacToi deutet auf die eilige Mobilmachving". 
For this Thuc. would probably have written : ol aMot ^ii/ifiaxo oif maarot idvvavTO. 
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In Hdt. III. 159. 13 we have enera^e Toio-t TTfptoiKOKTi iSveui yvvaiKas 
es Ba^uXSva Kariaravai, oaas 8ij iKiitrroKTi iitiTaaaaiv, If thlS Sentence 

had run "he appointed to the Medes five hundred, to the Sacians 
three hundred, to the others various numbers each", Thucydides 

would have written rois 5' SKXois i>s (Kaarois, and not oaas Sij exacrToit. 

i>s UaoTois alone, in the sentence as it stands, would not clearly 
refer to number. Helmbold (1. c.) was right, for the general run 
of cases, when he made the statement, " angewandt wird diese 
Formel von Thuc. an solchen Stellen, wo er ein Eingehen auf 
ge wisse Einzelheiten vermeiden will, entweder weil er sie als gleich- 
giiltig far seine Darstellung nicht geben will, oder weil er sie nicht 
geben kann ". But he goes too far, and there are times when 
Classen's singuli deinceps as a translation for wy exacTToi, which 
Helmbold particularly attacks, is of more assistance than his own 
rule. Sometimes i>c eKaarot is used when there is no "avoidance 
of going into certain particulars". In these cases the potni of 
difference is not so clearly indicated as in those where the definite 
statement concerning one or two members of a group is made, 
and here there is most variation in interpretation and most doubt 
about the text. These cases I shall now discuss, beginning with 
the passage in I. 15. 2 cited above. 

(l). Thuc. I, 15. 2 : ovd aZ avToi a-no r^f lGr\s Kotvas aTpareins 
eVoioCi'To, /COT aSXijKovs he naWov a)s eKuOTOi 01 daTvyeiroves iiToKijxovV' 

The root of the difficulty in this sentence lies in the use of kut 
aXKrjXovs and ws cKaa-Toi together. What is the distinction between 
them ? The line of argument, followed by some editors and 
translators, would seem to be that, since kot aWrjXovs means by 
themselves, ir eKaaroi Can not here mean separately, a mere 
repetition of the other; consequently it refers to a difference of 
time or result, or is a general I need not go into particulars. But 
(Mr eKotTTot had not become so indefinite as this. There is a reason 
in this sentence for its occurrence side by side with kot dXXijXovf. 
The two phrases would not generally be found referring to the 
subject of the same sentence. They are in a way contradictory, 
because Im eKaa-rot divides the subject into groups which are placed 
in contrast with one another, whereas Kar' dXX^Xovr unites in one 
group the persons to whom it refers in contrast to other persons. 
The reason why both phrases can be used in the present passage 
is that the subject ot aaTvy^Wovti is capable both of division and of 
union ; one pair of neighbors can be contrasted with other pairs 
by as fxaoTot, and neighbors, as such, can be united in contrast 
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to distant states by kut' dXXijXouf. The sentence means the several 
states warred separately with their own neighbors, wj exao-Toi not 
infrequently means singly, or one here, one there. That is the 
meaning here, but since it takes two to make neighbors, as well 
as two to make a quarrel, we might here translate neighboring 
states warred together, two here, two there. In this chapter 
Thucydides is pointing out that in the early history of Greece 
there were no great wars, involving a large number of states. A 
few lines above our sentence we read n-acref (oi n-oXf/ioi), oo-oi Ka\ 

iyevovTO, irpoc Ofiopovs tovs <T<})€Tepovs eKaaTOlc. It IS clear, therefore, 

that he has in mind small wars involving only two neighboring 
States. But it may be objected that this idea is sufficiently 

brought out by kut' dXX^Xour ol daTvyetroves inokifiovv, and that i>s 

iKoa-Toi consequently adds to this some at one time, some at another. 
In answer to this it is to be observed that neither dtrrvyeiVoyer nor 
jcar' dXX^Xous implies two and only two. It is ur fKoorot alone that 
implies the separation into pairs. And further, the question of 
difference of time is not implied in the slightest degree by the 
context. The Spartans might have been fighting with the Mes- 
senians at the same time as the Athenians were with the Boeotians, 
and the conditions described by Thucydides still be fulfilled. 
The whole point is that of small separate wars between two states. 

(2). Thuc. I. 89' 2 : koI fiera TovTO affcTrXevtrav i^ 'EXXijo-ttoVtov u>s 
(Kaaroi Kara TrdXeir (subject 01 'A.drjvaioi Koi 01 ajro lanas Koi 'EXXi/o-jroi/Tou 

luftfia^ot). This sentence like the preceding, contains two phrases, 
i>s ?Ka(TToi and Kara jrdXeir, which are somewhat difficult to distinguish. 
In this case there is no contradiction between the two, for both 
of them divide the subject. One must rather ask why they are 
both necessary. The note in Classen-Steup is this, " a>e fKacrroi. 
deutet darauf hin, dass nicht nur der Verband der Flotte aufhorte 
(Kara ffoXeif), sondem auch die einzelnen Kontingente nicht zu 
gleicher Zeit den Hellespont verliessen". It appears to me, 
however, that it is a mistake to bring the time element into the 
sentence at all. The work of the expedition has ended with the 
capture of Sestos and the allies are now going home. It is 
quite as improbable that the several contingents sailed away at 
different times as that all left at exactly the same time. It is 
unnecessary to assume any further reference to time than is given 
us by /iera toCto. The contingents are going to their several homes, 
and the difference of direction is expressed by i>s eKaoroi. Kara 
n-dXetr is necessary because the subject (oi 'Adtjumoi koI 01 dn-o 'lavias 
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(cat 'EXXijo-n-dj-Tou |iift/xaxoi). as it stands, is not sufficiently divided to 
suggest the number of directions the fleet took. Helmbold (1. c.) 
thinks that Kara itSk^ii is a gloss ; to me it seems more essential 
to clearness than mr eicatrToi. In this connection I might cite the 

example in III. 107. 4 : fWl 8e napeaKevaaro ufU^oTdpois, r^trav h xiipas, 
Ar)fioad€vr)s fxev to dc^Lov Kepas i^^^ ficra Meatrrjvlov Koi Adtjvaiav oKiyatv * 
TO fie oXXo AKapvaves o>s eKatjTOt T€Tayp€voi eTrei^ov Koi AjU(^tXo;^o)v oi 

jrapoirer aKovTKTTai. In this sentence one feels the need of something 
to divide 'AKapvanes corresponding to Kara 7rdX«r in I. 89. The 
comment in Classen-Steup is "nach ihren Stammen verteilt und 
unter ihren eigenen Fiihrern ". The only thing in the context to 

suggest the kind of division is ot 8e 'AKapvaves koI ' Ap(f>L\6x<ov oXiyoi — 
Tjyefxova tqv ttuvtos ^vpnaxtKOV alpovvTai Ar)fiofT34vr) p€Ta TOiv (jcj^eTeprnp 
(TTpaTTjycov (§ 2). 

(3). Thuc. I. 98. 4 • vpaTT] re aurij TToXir ^vpiiax'S irapa to Ka6(iTTt)Kbs 
4bov\a>8rj, eitfiTa 8( Koi tS>v aWa>v as eKaarrj [^^vvefirf]. The MSS vary 

between ekuo-ti) and Ua.<TTrj. All have ^wefiri, but the Schol. ano 
KoivoiJ e'SouXm^ij proves to some scholars that gwe^ij was not 
originally there, while others are not convinced of this. To me 
the remark of the Scholiast seems entirely without point if he 
had ^vve^t] in his text ; but on other grounds also I prefer to omit 
^vvifitj. In the first clause a particular case is mentioned, and by 
the position of npaTtj emphasis is laid upon the order in which the 
allied states were enslaved; the second clause continues and then 
each of the others in its turn, Ineednot go into particulars about the 
order, las eKdorij ^vvefirj seems to introduce other ideas like cause 
and result, which do not carry on the emphasized point of order 
in the first clause. The reference to as ficdo-Toir ^weffaivev in III. 
90. I gives no support to ^uce'^ij here. On the contrary, since in 
III. 90 the context shows that as iKua-Tois ^we^atvev implies result, 
the passage supports the argument for the omission of |otc/3ij in 
I. 98. So, in IV. 4. 2, as tKacTTov rt ^vjiBaivoi as each fitted has a 
special meaning that could not be brought out by is- inatrTov alone. 
Consequently the passage has no bearing upon I. 98. 

(4). Thuc. II. 21. 3' XP"?"^/""^"')"" '■^ .^Sof -j^prfap-ovs navToiovs, 5>v 
aKpoaadai as eKua-Tos &pyr)TO (v. 1. app.rjTo'). The MSS Vary, C having 

0)5, b omitting it. Some editors retain ir, others change it to 
(Is, others omit it and change Z>v to as- I find no difficulty in the 
reading <»? eKaa-Tos. Arnold translates " which they were severally 
eager to listen to ", and comments, " Thuc. adds as skuo-tos u,py. 
because different persons ran to listen to different prophecies. 
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each choosing those which encouraged his own previous opinions 
or feelings ". Such a meaning is entirely suited to the context 
and the interpretation is certainly legitimate. oJ 'AdrjvaToi ws cKaaroi 
Tav xpn'^l^^" ^KpoMVTo would mean different groiips of Athenians 
gave heed to different oracles, just as aWoi eyK^rjuaTa eVoioCiro as 
enacTToi (I. 67. 4) means different ones made different charges. 
We are therefore justified in translating II. 21, different ones of 
■which different individuals were eager to listen to. 

(5). Thuc. III. 74- 3 • '"'' °' M^" ''"vodfitvoi TTjs l^axrjs o)9 eKarepoi 
rj<TV)(a<TavTes TTjf vvKTa iv f^uKaKjj rjcrav' Kn\ r] K-opLvBla pavs tov drjpov 

KfKpartjKOTos virf^avr/ytTo KT(. From the lack of Comment Upon this 
passage it would seem that no difficulty is found in it. Jowett's 
translation is both parties now left off fighting, and kept watch in 
their own positions during the night. I must confess that I do 
not see why Thucydides should say each of two hostile parties 
'ViQnt io resi in different places. There would be some point in 
saying they went to rest each in the positions the)' occupied when 
the fighting ceased ; but to bring out that idea m? exdrepot would 
need a verb of its own. It is in no way helpful to make a>s iKdrepoi 
refer to difference of time, or to take it with either of the other 
verbs in the clause; iKiW^poi without u>s would give the idea quite 
as well. Further, 01 piv is not without its difficulty, and rjavx'iaavrts 
iv (jyvXaKJi rjcrav having gone to rest they remained on guard is not 
put quite as one would expect. Spratt seems to have found some 
difficulty here, for he says that j]iyvxdoavT(i equals ovhiv Kivrjo-airres 
without further attempt at hostilities ; but this idea is sufficiently ex- 
pressed in iravo-apivoi T^r paxr\i. Reiske also, according to Poppo, 
"virgulam ante hoc verb. (J]<ivx'J-<ravTti) poni vult". One might 
perhaps say though they had quieted down they remained on guard, 
but this hardly helps us with is- «uTepo£. I can not escape the 
suspicion that the passage is corrupt. Poppo and Arnold note that 
C has ^uvxdaovTti. That at least serves to indicate that there was 
some difficulty felt with w? cKdrepoi in early times. One might trans- 
late, with this reading, and they, having ceased from battle each 
as if going to rest, rem.aitted 07i guard. Both the difficulty in los 
€KaTepoi and in fia-vxaaavT^s ev (pyXaKij rjaav would thus be removed ; 
but the meaning is hardly satisfactory. Possibly the reading was 

something like koI ol ptv nava-dpfpot Trjs pdxis tt>f (Kdrepoi fjuixafrap, ol 

Sf Tijc pvKTa fv (pvXaKrj ^<rap and some having ceased from battle went 
to rest on either side, some remained on guard during the night. 

(6). Thuc. VI. 17. 4* ""' o^" ''itof '■"'' toioOt-oc opiKop o0r€ Xoyou pia 
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yvionxj aKpoa<T6ai oSre is ra (pya KOivas TpciT€a6ai' ra^ii 8 &v i>s exacrToi, 
ci Ti Ka6^ rjSovfjv XeyoiTO, Trpoax^atpoifPf a\\<os re Koi €t (TTaatdCovatv dlffCTeTlt 

parties would take different sides according as anything was said 
to please them. Bohme, Kriiger, and others supply ijpi/ with 
jrpoo-xwpotey. But this would mean they would join us separately, 
or group by group. The context is absolutely against such a 
meaning. Alcibiades is arguing that an expedition against Sicily 
is no such great undertaking as it appears, for, while the cities 
are populous, the inhabitants are mixed, shifting, unpatriotic, and 
quarreling among themselves ; consequently they will not present 
a united front, but some can easily be induced to join the 
Athenians. It is entirely without point to say that they would 
come over to the Athenians separately, it being quite immaterial 
whether they came separately or not, provided they came. The 
whole point is that the Sicilians are so much broken up into 
parties that they are sure to take different sides, and so the 
Athenians can count upon some joining them out of opposition 
to the others. 

(7). Thuc. VII. 74- 2: Toir hi vavaX ■Kpo(jTi\(\iaavTis ray vavs t&v 
&.6rjvaia>v otto toO alyioKov a<f>fi\KOi'' iviitprjtrav Se Ticar oXiyar, &(TW€p 
Sievoi'idtjirav, avTol 01 'A6r)vatot, ras 8 aWas Ka6 r)(Tvxlav ovhevbs KaXvojnos 
o)ff eKaaTTjv Trot eKTTfTTTatKv'iav apabrjcrdpevoi eKOjxi^ov is Trjv iroXiv they made 

fast to the rest wherever each had been run ashore. This passage 
requires no particular comment, though Helmbold (1. c.) thinks 

that Thucydides must have written mj iKdarrt ttoi (KntTrraKvla. It 

difiers from other passages in the addition of n-oi iKvenraKviav to 
i>s iKda-Trjv. This addition makes it perfectly clear that the difference 
denoted by its iKdcrrrjv is one o{ place; without it the meaning could 
be " they made fast to the others one at a time ". For further 
remarks see below. 

(8). Thuc. I. 3. 4 • "' ^' '>^'' ""f eKOO-Toi 'EXXr/xet Kara rroXfij r« o(TOt 
aXXijXmi' ^vvleaav Kai ^v/jiiravTes varepov KKrjdevTes oiiSev irpo rav TpaiKav Si 
daSeKiav (cat apei^lav aXX^Xmi/ ddpooi enpa^af. This difficult passage 

has been much discussed. The translation offered in Classen- 
Steup is perhaps the most widely accepted interpretation ; it will 
serve, at least, as well as another to bring out the points in dispute. 
It runs, "diejenigen nun also, welche der Reihe nach, und zwar 
zunachst immer diejenigen, welche sich einander in der Sprache 
verstanden, und hernach alle insgesamt, den Namen Hellenen 
erhalten haben". In the Appendix (p. 328) Steup raises the 
following objections to the text: (i). It is inconceivable that 
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(vfiwavTes should be used in a phrase explanatory of i>s eKaarot. 
(2). It is strange that, while the predicate of the sentence refers 
to the period before the Trojan war, the subject should describe 
the spread of the Greek name, which according to Thucydides 
took place largely in later times. (3). It is strange that, in a 
recapitulation of what has been said of the extension of the Greek 
name, the common language should be mentioned as a chief cause 
of growth, though this had not been referred to before. (4). If 
a common language were the cause of the extension of the name, 
this extension would not take place Kara jroXfir, since the political 
unit was not coextensive with the dialect unit. On these grounds 
Steup is inclined to reject koto 7rdX«s — varepov. Few, if any, will 
follow him in this; but the objections are at least strong enough 
to make it difficult to accept any interpretation that has been 
offered. The attempt to escape (cp. Bohme) the apparent conflict 
between as ^Kaaroi and vartpov by making the former refer not to 
difference of time but to difference of cause— for whatever reason 
each took the name — is not successful because as eKaaroi then comes 
in conflict with 00-01 dWrjXai/ ^wUaav, andSteup's second, third and 
fourth objections still remain. Besides there is good reason to 
doubt whether a>s tKaa-Toi can refer to cause without the context 
clearly indicating cause, since none of the examples discussed 
above would admit of such a translation. The suggestion of 
Dobree to take as eKaa-rot with Kara TToXets re, in spite of the position 
of Tf, is an illustration of the strength of Steup's first objection, 
yet does not touch the others. I cite the translation of Arnold 
because it brings out a couple of points upon which I wish to 
touch: the several Hellenic communities (the name is an anachron- 
ism, but I mean) those who both in their separate cities were at first 
called Hellenes, from speaking a common Hellenic language, and 
afterwards were called so as the name of the whole natio7i. Passing 
over, for the moment, the translation of as eKaaroi simply by 
several, the clumsiness of the attempt to render re — Kai. brings 
out strongly one of the chief difficulties in all interpretations 
hitherto offered. If Kara ttoXsis and ^vpnavTis varepop were really 
contrasted and the meaning were at first to community after 
community, and finally to all collectively we should not have rt — koI 

but Kara pkv ■noKus (or ■n-parov p-fv Kara TrdXfir), va-repov 8e ^ipiravTes, 
The point where all translations have erred is in taking varfpov 
with ^ipKavres. This inevitably suggests the idea of at first mth 
Kara noX^is, and, almost as inevitably, makes us think of separate 
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times in connection with wt «(caerroi. As a matter of fact va-rtpov 
belongs with KKtjdevTes, and affects the whole clause and not ^iixwavTa 
alone. Thucydides begins this chapter with the statement np6 yap 

tS>v TpaiK&v ovSev (paiperai nporepov Koivf/ ipyaaajiivri rj 'EXXds. Then he 

tells US that the name 'EXXar did not in Trojan times apply to the 
whole country, and gives a lengthy explanation of its gradual 
extension. In our sentence he resumes with At any rate those 
who were later called Hellenes. This is precisely the subject the 
sentence needs (cp. Steup's second objection), for he wants to 
speak of the lack of common action on the part of a people, who 
have not yet a common name, but later were called Hellenes. The 
position of var^pov is just what it should be for the meaning 
suggested. By taking vaxf^pov with KXrjdevTes we not only get the 
subject required, but are also relieved of the necessity of looking 
for p.fv — 8e', and can seek the proper meaning of kotci TroXets — 
^v/iTravTes. For this we must go back to § 2 : 'eXXijkos 8e kqi rmu 
Traidcov avTov iv Ttj iBiartSi l(TXV<TdpTa!V, Kal eVayo/xeVtoi' avToiis in c!><j)(\ia 
eV Tas aXKai iroXfif, Kad eKaarovs fiiv ifhj} rg o/ziXia /iaXKov KoXeladai 
EWrjvaSy ov ^eVrot ttoXXotS ys ;^poi'ov ehvvaro Koi arracriv (KviKrjarau 

" Homer", he continues, "is the best proof of this. For, though 
he lived long after the Trojan war, he nowhere gives this name to 
the whole body (of Greeks), nor indeed to any except those with 
Achilles from Phthiotis, who in fact were the first Hellenes, but 
calls them in his poem Danaans and Argives and Achaeans. He 
does not even speak of barbarians, because, as it seems to me, 
the Hellenes were not even in his time set apart under one name 
in contrast to the barbarians. Be that as it may, the various 
peoples that were later called Greeks, and the name (at this later 
time) was applied both to separate communities on the basis of a 
common language and as a common name for all, did nothing iti 
concert before the Trojan war". It will be seen that the Ka& 

CKaaTovs of § 2 is resumed in § 4 with koto wdXeis, the airacrii/ with 

^viiiravrec. In the time of Hellen and his descendants there is a 
contrast (p,h — /xeWot) between the separate communities acquiring 
the name, and the whole body; in the later time, when the name 
had won its way throughout the land, both separate communities 
and (re — Koi) the nation as a whole were called Hellenes. By this 
interpretation (assuming still that &s eKaoroi has been correctly 
translated) not only the first and second objections of Steup are 
removed, but also the third and fourth ; for, when Thucydides 
says the name is now applied to separate comm.unities on the basis 
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of a common language, he is not giving a new reason for the 
gradual extension of the name, but is describing the condition 
that had been reached in his own time, i. e., if a communitj' spoke 
a Hellenic dialect it was called Hellenic. If any one thinks that 
Thucydides would not be likely to say that the name Hellenes 
was applied both to the whole nation and to its individual parts, 
that the distinction, in short, is too finely drawn, he should 
remember that the distinction has developed itself naturally from 
the argument of the chapter, and that, when a national feeling 
is just developing, the application of the national name to one 
of the states, in place of its old individual name, is a matter 
of slow growth. 

It is now necessary to go back and discuss the question whether 
in the translation the various peoples later called Hellenes «e e/cao-rot 
has been given its proper meaning. With the exception of Arnold 
and Jowett, who render u>s eKacrroi simply by ike several tribes 
without offering any defence of the rendering, all the authorities 
I have been able to consult take a>s eKaarot closely with KXrjBei/Tes 
and make it refer to the difference of time in taking the name, or 
to the different reasons. Now there can be no doubt that those 
who were giveti the name Hellenes at different times is in itself a 
perfectly possible rendering of the Greek, but the difficulty of 

reconciling ^iniravres va-rfpov with this meaning of i>s eKacrroi has 

seemed to most scholars insurmountable. This difficulty is lessened 
if v(TT(pov be taken with KXtjBivres as I have suggested ; but there is 
not much point in saying the states that afterwards were given 
the name Hellenes one at a time did nothing in concert. I believe 
there is another way out of the difficulty. While mr cKarrToi 
is regularly predicative in position, in such long attributive 
participial phrases, as we have here, predicative words frequently 
stand between the article and participle. It is therefore fair to 
assume that in eKacrroi may be predicative here, in which case it 
belongs with (Trpa^av rather than with K\r)6evres. In that case is it 
correct to give the translation the several races later called 
Hellenes did nothing in concertl For oJ ^ippaxot i>s exaaroi 
an-eVXcvcrai' it is not correct to say the several allies sailed away ; 
(Kaa-Toi alone would give that meaning, ws cKaa-roi requires the sev- 
eral allies sailed away separately; for, as has been emphasized, 
mf cKaa-Toi implies that the different members of the subject act 
differently, or separately. As it happens, however, our predicate 
in the present sentence is did nothing in concert, which is but 
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another way of saying acted separately, as Ixaoroi and oiSev &6p6ot 
in the same sentence are simply a bit tautological. The usage 
may be justified by the following parallel in English. We can 
say tAe several states did nothing in concert but not each state did 
nothing in concert or all the states did nothing in concert. The 
word several is unnecessary in such a sentence, but the desire for 
the contrast between several and in concert makes it a common 
usage. There can be no objection to assuming a similar develop- 
ment in Greek, and the utilization of the distinction between ir 
eKatrroi and (KauToi, Corresponding to ours between several and 
each. 

Another point of view that might be urged in defence of the 
interpretation suggested is the following. Our various examples 
have shown that a>s exaaToi generally follows a definite statement 
of particulars with an indefinite reference to time, place, manner, 
number, as the case may be. It means, frequently, I need not say 
■when, how, where, or how many. There is no reason why it 
should not in the proper context also mean / need not say who. 
Now the article with the participle is an indefinite expression. 
01 'EXXijwr varepov KKridivres is doubly indefinite because it might 
refer under certain conditions to a single race whose earlier name 
is not mentioned, but who, in contrast to some other, were later 
called Hellenes ; or it might refer to a number of different races 
all later called Hellenes. In the latter case it might well be 
followed by such an expression as I need not say who, I need not 
mention the name of each race that later was included under the 
general name Hellenes. 

Of the eight sentences that have been particularly discussed, 
two (I. 98. 4; VII. 74. 2) contain words that fix the reference of 
(it efcao-Toi to time and place; in four (I. 3. 4; 15. 3; 89. 2; VI. 
17. 4) difference oi place or separate action (without the element 
of time being particularly involved) is to be inferred from the 
context; in one (II. 21. 3) the phrase is essentially the object of 
the verb as well as the subject (i. e. it contains both) and so 
implies that the different members of the subject did different 
things; in one passage the traditional reading has been called in 
question ; but, if correct, difference of place is implied. In all 
other passages in Thucydides a definite statement concerning 
one or two members of the subject makes i\i& point of difference 
for i)s cKocTToi perfectly clear. In Herodotus there are only three 
examples of i>s (Kaaros without a verb. In VI. 31. 5 and VI. 79. 7 
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the meaning is clearly one at a time. I cite the third (I. 1 14. 5) 
in full for comparison with the usage of Thucydides: ohiahrav 

dtera^e tovs fiiv oiKias oiKo^ofieftVj tovs 5c dopvfjiopovs eti/ai, top de kov riva 
avTcop oc^daXfibp ^aatXeos ficat, tw Se Tipl Tas dyycXlas (j)fp€tp idldov yepaS) 

wf eKdffTO) epyop Trpocrrda-a-ap. Thucydides would probably have 
wound the sentence up with toU 8' <'t\Xois at fVaoroir, the number 
of particular examples making ipyop unnecessary. 

In dealing with as exaoroi grammarians and commentators 
commonly assert, by way of explanation, that the verb of the 
principal clause is to be supplied with it. According to Kriiger, 
on Thuc. I. 3. 4, this is particularly clear from passages in which 
the phrase is in an oblique case. There can be no doubt that in 
origin the idiom goes back to forms with a verb expressed in the 
i)s clause, but it is none the less true that, as a guide to the 
meaning in a particular passage, the statement is wholly valueless; 
in fact it is likely to mislead rather than to assist. In commenting 
upon Thuc. I. 113. I Helnibold (1. c.) makes the remark that as 
(xaa-Toi in this passage "zu einem distributivenlndefinitumy^w^/j 
sound soviet erstSLrrt ist"; and yet he makes the restoration of the 
principal verb the basis of his treatment, and constantly restores 
the verb as a means of arriving at the meaning. Now it is safe 
to say that a phrase has reached a stereotyped form and spread 
in use beyond its original sphere, when the meaning is one that 
could not be easily seen by restoring the original form. If we 

take the example nepTrJKOPTa S-nXiTas as iKiia-Tovs iiTTcKTetPf (cp. Hdt. 

VI. 79. 7), we have a sentence which a Greek, we may feel sure, 
could understand as he killed go koplites one at a time, without the 
aid of previous statements ; but one unacquainted with the idiom 
would have great difficulty in reaching that meaning simply by 
repeating aitiKrape with as fKaarovs. Another indication of the 
stereotyped stage the phrase had reached may be found, I think, 
in the use of the plural ficao-7-oi where we might expect the singular 
€Ka(TTos. It so happens that, in thirteen out of the eighteen cases 
in Thucydides, the plural is necessary because nations and other 
collective ideas are referred to. In the remaining five cases, though 
individuals are in question, the plural is twice used. Thus we 

have 01 8e (iXXoi a-Tparriyol as fKaaroi dierd^apro (VIII. I04. 3), and 
TTpo's Tf TaXXa € ^rjpTvcravTO ms fKa<TTa (coi Trpof tovto (VII. 65. l). Of the 

three cases in Herodotus two have the singular, the third has the 
plural referring to an individual, — Kara TrepTijKopra 817 S>p rap 'Apydap 
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o)s cKoo-TOus iKKoKiop-fvoi 6 KXeo/ievT}: (Kreive VI. 79- 7' ^'^ these three 

cases with the plural it is difficult to see how the verb of the 
principal sentence could be restored without requiring the singular. 
It is evident that the plural is used because i>s (Kaaroi is felt as an 

adjective qualifying crTparriyoi, tSXXo, and Kara nevTrjKOVTa. In the 

five cases in Thucydides and Herodotus that have if eicaoTos in 
the singular, the plural could not be used without danger of 
obscuring the fact that a single individual and not a group is 
meant. In but one of these does a>s eKaaros follow a plural noun 
with which it could agree, namely, in Thuc. VII. 74. 2: ras 

6 oKKas (vavt) — uis iKixiTTtjvnoiiKTKTTTcoKvtav avaSTjard/jifVOi. If the position 

of one or two ships had been previously indicated, I should expect 
here i>s iKaarras without Trot iKneiTTaKviap; but here that would be 
open to the meaning iAe)i made fast to them one at a time, so that 
the reference to place was necessary. In the lack of parallel 
examples it is impossible to determine whether the singular is 
necessary on account of these adjuncts, and why mi iKaaras noi 
(KTreiTTaKvias should not be used. 

With regard to Kriiger's remark that the necessity of supplying 
the principal verb is seen most clearly in those examples that have 
as eKaoToi in an oblique case, it may be admitted that this method 
seems to give a satisfactory explanation of the case, though in 

irpos T€ TaWa f^rjpTviravTo its cKaara (VII. 65. l) it WOuld be neceSsary 

to supply jrpds as well as the verb. On the other hand some of 
the examples with an oblique case indicate most clearly the idio- 
matic nature of the phrase. In farpdrevaav iavrSiv fiev x''^'<"s 
offXiVair, tS>v 8e ^vp/iaxav <of cKaorotr (I. 113. i) who can help feeling 
that as eKdarois is an indefinite distributive numeral (as Helmbold 
calls it) ? Treating as fxao-Tot, then, as an indefinite distributive 
adjective or pronoun, we may say in general of its case that it 
agrees with the noun which it distributes except when the noun 
is in partitive dependence upon it as in I. 98. 4; 107. 5; 113. i 
(with which may be compared oi S' aXXoi i>s exaoToi V. 57. 2). When 
o)s (Kaaroi refers equally to subject and object it is always nomina- 
tive ; so in aXXot — iyKkijiiaTa iirotovpTO u>s txacTTOt (I. 67. 4)1 where a>s 

(Kaara in agreement with iyK\r)p.ara, would theoretically be equally 
possible. On this ground it is evident that a>r iKaara in VII. 65. i 
was felt to be in agreement with rSXXa and not to be the object 

accusative of e^rjpria-aPTO. 

A. G. Laird. 

' Sagawe, Uber d. Gebrauch d. Pronomens eKaaroc bei Herodot p. 5, and 
Van Herwerden (Mnem. XIII, p. 37) err in restoring imaTov. 



